Cultural logics of belonging and movemenk
Transnadonalism, naturalizadon, and U.S. immigradon polidcs zenship, in which migrants select the nation whose social system best permits them to develop their personal talents.
Such presumptions ignore the international relationships and inequities that propel migration, downplay the incommensurability of migrants' histories, and legitimize immigration systems that constitute some migrants as illegal and therefore exploitable (Jenkins 1978 ; but see Delgado 1993) . These migrants' experiences of exclusion led many to desire not only legal permanent residency but also naturalization, as a means of guaranteeing their rights in the United States, securing the ability to travel internationally (particularly, to reenter the United States if they left), acquiring a greater political voice, and improving their ability to petition for the legalization or immigration of family members. During the mid-199Os, Salvadoran community organizations in the United States therefore promoted naturalization and voter registration on the part of eligible immigrants. Immigrants' anxiety over their legal rights an anxiety that was widespread during the mid-199Os because of California Proposition 187 and IIRIRA fueled these naturalization drives and was one factor leading to record numbers of naturalization applicants during that period. Despite the political context, the naturalization ceremonies that actually produced large numbers of new citizens during that time attributed naturalization to immigrants' desire for Americanization, their choice of the United States over their country of origin, and the need of the United States to be renewed through immigrants' enthusiasm and "new blood.'l Examining the rhetoric of the ceremonies therefore reveals the disconnect between the assumption that naturalization is about Americanization, choice, and nation-building and the broader context that led immigrants to naturalize in large numbers and that also prevented some would-be citizens from naturalizing.
By juxtaposing Salvadorans' struggles for U.S. residency with the rhetoric of mass naturalization ceremonies, this article makes three contributions to analyzing the disjuncture between transmigration (Schiller et al. 1995) and national membership. First, though they seem incommensurable, national forms of membership can be put in service of transnational goals. Thus, Salvadoran activists' promotion of naturalization and voter registration sought not only to increase Latinos' political clout in the United States but also to affect U.S. immigration policies in ways that would aid E1 Salvador. Moreover, given the trends toward dollarization and dual nationality in Latin America and increasing dependency on migrant labor in the United States (Portes et al. 1999) , naturalization can be a way of furthering international integration rather than merely transferring migrants' allegiance from one nation to another. Second, this juxtaposition suggests that immigrants' full legal inclusion is limited by the forms of personhood that citizen-subjects can recognizably assume. Naturalization ceremonies celebrate the creation and incorporation of new citizen-subjects, but these subjects are created by (ritually) erasing histories and rendering difference generic. Such moves may contradict both migrants' understandings of their own identities and the ethnicity-and nationality-based organizing that promotes (and seeks to benefit from) naturalization. Third, although it presumes the sovereignty and choice-making capacity of both the naturalizing subject and the nation-state that naturalizes, naturalization can be linked to a lack of alternatives and to interdependency.
Thus, individuals may naturalize not only out of a desire to become Americans but also because they feel that, as noncitizens, their rights are in jeopardy. As this article will demonstrate, although the disjuncture between nationbased forms of membership and transnational linkages is profound, there are also ways in which each of these cultural logics serves or is redefined by the other.
My analysis begins with the case of Salvadoran immigrants, focusing on how the politics of immigration reform prioritized and defined naturalization for some would-be citizens. Next, I examine the ritual and rhetoric of naturalization ceremonies, identifying disjunctures between the broader context that fueled the celebration of naturalization in the mid-199Os and the models of subjecthood, nationhood, and citizen-state relations that were ritually enacted as new citizens were produced. Finally, I reexamine these (Kaye 1997) , and reports published during the mid-to late 1980s estimated the Salvadoran population in the United States at 500,000 to 800,000 (Aguayo and Fagen 1988; Ruggles et al. 1985) , and even as high as one million (Montes Mozo and Garcia Vasquez 1988) . In addition to military support, investment and development aid from the United States to E1 Salvador has been extensive (Hamilton and Chinchilla 1991) . As Saskia Sassen (1989) has pointed out, investment and development aid facilitate migration by displacing workers from their traditional occupations, paving the way for ties between potential migrants and potential employers (e.g., U.S. managers who might seek nannies or other workers) and familiarizing workers with the country from which investment Regardless of their prior political afliliations, Salvadoran interviewees feared that they would never be regarded as full members of the U.S. polity. Citing the passage of California Proposition 187 and widespread anti-immigrant sentiment, interviewees complained that Latinos were being blamed for social problems that were not of their making.
To illustrate the obstacles that Latinos faced in securing acceptance, several interviewees told me of a local mayor whose Hispanic appearance and dilapidatedvehicle had led INS officials to conclude that he was an illegal alien. Interviewees linked immigration and racial discrimination to economic marginalization, noting that immigrants and Latinos (categories that they saw as interconnected) took the lowest paying and least desirable jobs. Interviewees who had held professional positions in E1 Salvador described the economic deprivation they had suffered on immigrating. Moreover and consistent with the globalization literature's emphasis on the forces that compel movement most interviewees suggested that they had had no alternative but to immigrate and then to seek permanent residency and U.S. citizenship. Given the violence and economic devastation of the Salvadoran civil war, it is not surprising that many interviewees characterized migration as a necessity. (Popkin 1999) , orient their lives around multiple local and national realities (Goldring 1998; Guarnizo 1997 Guarnizo , 1998 Schiller and Fouron 1999; Smith 1998) .
To obtain permanent residency, counter restrictionist immigration policies, and promote the well-being of their families and communities in E1 Salvador, Salvadoran immigrant community organizations promoted naturalization, voter registration, and alliances with other ethnicity-and nationality-based groups in the United States. At numerous meetings of community organizations in 1996 and 1997, I heard activists urge Central Americans to encourage eligible relatives to apply for naturalization. At a meeting with ABC class members in 1996, a staff member of the Association of Salvadorans of Los Angeles (ASOSAL) explained this strategy. The speaker told those present that "20,000 people became citizens here in Los Angeles last month" and that individuals from ASOSAL had gone to the swearing-in ceremonies to register the new citizens to vote. He stressed, "We can't vote because we aren't citizens yet, but this is a way for us to register our opinions and to increase our impact."7 The staff member noted that one of the people who went along to register voters had never applied for TPS or DED and "didn't have a single paper, not even a social security card. But, by registering voters, this person had an impact." Another ASOSAL staff member reinforced the speaker's analysis, commenting, "We need Salvadorans who are citizens. Those who are citizens are key to our ef- The immigration strategies pursued by Salvadoran immigrants, activists, and officials are far from unique. Researchers have noted that discrimination has led migrants to identify with their countries of both residence and origin (Goldring 1998; Schiller and Fouron 1999) and to naturalize as a means of securing rights in the United States (Guarnizo 1998) . Like that of El Salvador, the governments of other countries of emigration (such as Mexico, Haiti, and the Dominican Republic) have encouraged their citizens to legalize in the United States (Foner 1997; Guarnizo 1997) and have lobbied the U.S. government for immigration benefits for their citizens (Popkin 1999) . At the same time, these governments have redefined citizenship in ways that permit their citizens to have dual or multiple allegiances and have developed policies and programs to incorporate emigres into national life "at home" (Goldring 1998; Guarnizo 1997 Guarnizo ,1998 Guarnizo and Smith 1998; Landolt et al. 1999; Smith 1998) .
The prevalence of such strategies suggests that sending states are defining emigres as resources that can provide much needed infusions of U.S. dollars and can sometimes influence U.S. policies vis-a-vis their countries of origin (Guarnizo 1998) . These processes, which, according to some scholars, make states transterritorial (Goldring 1998; Guarnizo 1998; Schiller and Fouron 1999; Smith 1998) this may appear to be a small sample, these ceremonies were fairly standardized, and I found that there were occasions when the same judge officiated and gave the same speech that he or she had given previously. Six judges presided over these ten ceremonies: a white woman, a Chinese American man, and four white men. One was the son of an immigrant, another was a naturalized U.S. citizen, and two stated that their families had been in the United States since the signing of the U.S. Constitution. As rituals, these ceremonies-like the term naturalization (Anderson 1983 :145)-were remarkable. They fluctuated between the tedium of bureaucratic processing and the mysticism of a religious conversion. To examine how these rites produced citizensand the nation I turn now to the rhetoric of the ceremonies themselves. I focus on (1) how ceremonies tried to create similarity out of difference; (2) ways that ceremonies contrasted "birth" and "choice" as two methods of becoming American; and (3) how ceremonies configured nations as members of an international community. These three problematics emerged as central themes within the ceremonies and also are germane to broader debates over the degree to which immigrants assimilate, the bases for conferring citizenship, and the relationship between immigration and national sovereignty.
Ident7ty and difference
One focus of naturalization ceremonies was the meaning of diversity. Diversity is linked to the disjuncture between transnationalism and the nation-state in that, if migrants are transnational beings as Salvadoran interviewees asserted then presumably they maintain some degree of foreignness, adding U.S. nationality to their preexisting allegiances. On the other hand, state-based categories of membership have traditionally been assumed to be exclusive, and in the United States, "difference" has taken the form of a private ethnic affiliation rather than a public national one.
According to Greenhouse, negotiating the public and private meanings of difference requires the mythicization of identities-for example, ethnic and racial identities as categorical personifications of "difference." This mythic operation, which in the United States makes key differences generic, and generic in the same way, is what makes a construction such as "the melting pot" (for example) conceivable. [1996: 217; see also Chock 1995] Applying this insight to the conferral of citizenship through law rather than through birth suggests that in these ceremonies naturalization privatized, homogenized, and tamed what might otherwise be characterized as disruptive foreign differences and thus created generic public citizens (see also Asad 1990; Gilroy 1987) . In other words, naturalization in the United States, at least-is simultaneously a ritual denaturalization, a stripping away of the public, legal character of difference defined as membership in a foreign state. Such denaturalization reconstitutes difference as private and therefore as a source of commonality or something that everyone has. Naturalizing difference makes it possible for foreigners to acquire new and equivalent legal personae.
Officials at these ceremonies frequently remarked on the diversity of the new citizens. For example, scanning the crowd, one judge commented, "I see that many of you come from so many different countries around the world." This remark suggested that difference is transparent, something that can be read or seen by any observer. In contrast, an INS official who addressed those assembled described diversity through statistics, stating, "You represent 123 nations throughout the world. This is the testimony to the diversity of our nation, and especially the Los Angeles area. That's when you consider that there's approximately one hundred eighty-eight countries throughout the world You represent over three-fourths of the nations." This official's use of the term represent was significant. This term suggested both that protocitizens' public personae were linked to their citizenship and that the nations that were represented (threefourths of the world) were convinced of the superiority of the United States, an idea that will be explored further below.
Diversity and difference seemed to be a source of anxiety to some officials. While giving instructions about how to turn in green cards, one official commented, "The American way is to do things in order. If we wanted mob violence, we wouldn't become citizens." Through his use of the term we, this official seemed to be speaking for the new citizens, much as a teacher speaks for students (e.g., "We don't throw our pencils on the floor now, do we?"). Moreover, given that these ceremonies occurred only four to five years after the L.A. riots (see Gooding- Williams 1993) , references to mob violence evoked the alleged potential disruptiveness of diversity (see Greenhouse 1996) . Echoes of the Rodney King incident were also clear in the following comment from a judge: "Today, we have, right here in southern California, one of the most important challenges that this country has ever had. And that is, how do we get along?" Commenting that "southern California is so different from when I was a boy," the same judge noted that the second largest population group of many nations was found in Los Angeles rather than in the territories of those nations. By drawing attention to the diversification of Los Angeles rather than the Americanization of immigrants, this judge implied that the United States might be colonized instead of colonizer. Urging the new citizens to "love their differences," this judge depicted southern California as the experiment on which the fate of the world depended: "If we cannot live here in southern California, the world is never going to progress. It will continue in its old ways, and civilization will never raise its [standards] ."
Given such anxiety about the potential disruptiveness of diversity, one task of naturalization ceremonies was to make difference a source of unity. To accomplish this task, officials told immigrants who had formerly "represented" their nations that their public allegiance was now to the United States. Differences which officials listed as consisting of language, culture, and foods were relegated to a domestic sphere, to be remembered and passed on to children.
Once in the private sphere, these differences were homogenized and made part of both familial and national heritages. of what we're doing here today. We're bringing new people, we're bringing new strengths. We're gonna blend them together." As heritages, differences became a source of unity.
One judge explained that everyone has "an American story.
They're all interesting, they're all different.... are situated and tends to depict migrants "as passive subjects, coerced by states and marginalized by markets" (Smith 1998:201) . Although Salvadoran interviewees did not depict themselves as passive, these migrants did emphasize that, because of political and economic difElculties in their countries of origin and legal restrictions in the United States, they had no alternative but to migrate and then seek legal status. In contrast, the ability to make choices is central to naturalization as a legal process. Choices that are coerced rather than freely taken are not legal, and the citizenship oath itself concludes "I take this obligation freely, without any mental reservation or purpose of evasion, so help me God." Defining new citizens as people who can choose makes it possible to recognize them as subjects of liberal law who have the capacity to realize their human potential through the rights and protections afforded by national membership (Collier et al. 1995) . Ceremonies' emphasis on choice also speaks to mid-199Os debates over measures of worthiness. Advocates of restrictive immigration measures argued that migrants exhibited illegitimate forms of agerlcy, that migrant women, for example, sneaked across the U.S.-Mexico border to have U.S.-citizen children and collect welfare (see Perea 1997) . Some also questioned whether the mere fact of being born on U.S. soil made the children produced through "illegitimate" agency deserving of U.S. citizenship (see Chock 1999) . . . You made an active choice to give up your citizenship of birth and to join us.''l3 The fact that they had to make this choice, officials suggested, meant that the new citizens would not take their citizenship for granted: "You chose to come here. So when you compare myself to yourself, for all those citizens who were born here. We were given that birthright. We take everything for granted." In contrast, officials explained, new citizens were filled with "the immigrant spirit" that made them "totally different from those people who remained here for years and years and years and forgot." New citizens were therefore, according to officials, the most authentic Americans "much more American, " as one judge put it in that their lives encapsulated the history of the nation.
In valorizing choice, officials also indicated that to naturalize, those who chose U.S. citizenship had to first be judged and found deserving. In other words, naturalization gave not only immigrants but also the nation a choice in allocating citizenship. Judges frequently praised naturalizing immigrants for having traveled distances, overcome obstacles, and made sacrifices. Such comments deflned citizenship as a reward that immigrants earned, in contrast to the gift that the native-born received regardless of their worthiness.l4 The example set by individuals who had earned citizenship allowed officials to reaffirm the United States as a land of opportunity in which dreams could be fulfilled. Stories of the self-made man (and at the ceremonies I attended, it was always a man) abounded during these proceedings.
Judges recounted their own family members' immigration experiences, such as an immigrant coming to the United
States with nothing and later becoming a professor at an Ivy League university, or a father who came to the United States with nothing, sold fruit in the streets for a living (a practice that has now been criminalized see Rocco 1997:119) , and launched nine children on successful careers. One judge explained the lessons of such stories: "No one inAmerica is going to tell you artificiallywhat your utmost achievement can be. We are empowered to defeat naysayers who saywe can't do it. Because we can. We can, because we are Americans. In America, that old saying, 'The sky's the limit,' is truer now than ever." Amidst such celebrations of opportunity and self-sufficiency, however, appeared veiled warnings against applying for welfare. One judge, for example, admonished the new citizens to teach their children "to never ever think first of someone else taking care of them." By demonstrating their worthiness and choosing to naturalize, immigrants reproduced the history of the nation.
One judge connected the rebirth of citizens to the rebirth of the nation, commenting, "Immigrants meet the challenge of this country we live in from the day of its birth until today."
Another judge depicted new citizens as a renewing force: "We welcome your fresh appreciation of what citizenship in this country really means. We welcome your zeal, your eagerness, and your determination to become good loyal citizens. You are indeed a stimulating force, which cannot help but bring a newluster to the image of America." In such comments, the we of fellow citizens is replaced with a we-you distinction, according to which the old citizens are associated with a somewhat tarnished America that the new citizens can polish. This judge went on to equate immigration with a blood transfusion, stating, "New citizens are the 517 new blood of America, and we need it." It is interesting that the nation needs immigrants' blood, which presumably would be foreign. Once naturalized, however, this blood is seemingly purer or stronger than native blood. From whence does this need for new blood arise?
A nation of immigrants The apparent dependence of the United States on continual transfusions of immigrant blood is, in these ceremonies at least, connected to the complex claim that the United States is a nation of immigrants a claim that ignores both forced immigrants, such as enslaved Africans, and Native Americans, whose "citizenship" has been "reserved." According to the "nation of immigrants" construct, the erasure of previous public difference and the choice for the United States produce a clear-cut shift in new citizens' allegiance. As R. C. Smith notes, In the citizenship model, membership in a nation state and in the national political community are seen to be coterminous and exclusive; one can be a member of only one state and nation at a time.... Given this definition of membership in a community, immigration necessarily involves an "uprooting" (Handlin 1951 ) and "clean break" with the country of origin. [1998:199] Clean breaks make naturalization a rebirth of sorts, giving new citizens a quasi-biological connection to the United States (Baubock 1994; Stolcke 1997) Officials also used immigration itself to suggest that immigrants were "voting with their feet" for the United States over their countries of origin. One judge, for example, commented, "This country has all of that [freedom, opportunity] to offer to its people. And that's why people keep coming to the gates of our country asking to enter it." In words reminiscent of the American Jeremiad (Bellah 1975; Bellah et al. 1985; Bercovitch 1978) , judges described the United States as "a beacon for truth," "that shining example of democracy on earth," and something that "lights up the earth." These comments implied that the rest of the world would like to come to or even be the United States, if only it could. Judges also connected immigration to manifest destiny. One judge credited immigrants with having spread the country "from coast to coast," and another instructed citizens, "You have become a citizen of a country that is still growing to the fulfillment of its destiny." These comments linked the growth of the national populace through immigration to territorial growth and national mission. This mission, according to judges, was "to build a more perfect America. And hopefully, solutions to peace on earth." Naturalizing citizens and thus incorporating and disarming difference could be seen as part of efforts to Americanize peoples, markets, and territory abroad. One judge urged immigrants to "be infectious, like a disease" in convincing others to emulate the United States a comment that acknowledged the possibility of resistance, however misguided, to Americanization.
Despite lofty rhetoric about equality, inclusiveness, and choice, naturalization ceremonies hinted at structures of state power that deEmed identity and that might be responsible for record rates of naturalization. In requiring residents to turn in their green cards, for example, officials reminded their audiences that these documents were government property rather than individual possessions. Despite these disjunctures between naturalization officials' and Salvadoran interviewees' logics of belonging and movement, juxtaposing these logics reveals ways that nation-based categories of membership can serve transnational ends. One such connection is that although legal status officially defines an individual as a member of a particular nation, individuals may seek such status to better access resources in both their country of residence and of origin. Both U.S. immigration law and international law pertaining to migrants presume that individuals have a single, clear-cut nationality (Bosniak 1991; Marrus 1985) . Nonetheless, studies of migrant communities have noted that these groups span borders and attend to multiple national realities (Hagan 1994; Kearney 1998; Levitt 2001; Rouse 1991) .
Transmigration was coined by Schiller et al. (1995) to refer to the way that, rather than leaving one society and joining another, migrants now develop and maintain ties to multiple societies. Hometown associations (Popkin 1999; Smith 1998) Recognizing that legal status can better connect migrants to their countries of origin suggests that debates over whether or not transnationalism is rendering national forms of membership obsolete are misplaced. Regarding this debate, Soysal (1994) notes that in Europe, instead of being restricted to nationals, rights are increasingly being granted to individuals on other bases, such as their humanity (see also Baubock 1994; Bosniak 2000; Hammar 1990) or their membership in a supranational entity, the European Union. In contrast, Wilmsen and McAllister (1996) argue that far from becoming obsolete, ethnicity and nationalism have been increasingly reasserted in recent decades. Immigration policies, which, in receiving nations, have tended to become more restrictive (Freeman 1992) , have been singled out as phenomena that seem to defy the trend toward globalization (Cornelius et al. 1994) . Some have attempted to reconcile these competing positions by pointing out that globalization simultaneously can strengthen local identities (Kearney 1995) , as communities market themselves and their products as somehow unique or different from other areas (Maurer 1997) , and can break down national boundaries, as distant groups are caught up in common structures and processes (Ong 1999) . Robertson (1995) used the term glocalization to convey the simultaneity of such seemingly incompatible events. Similarly, my analysis of U.S. immigration politics in the 1990s suggests that even national categories of membership can be given transnational meanings (see also Maurer 1998) . Thus, restrictive immigration policies can derive from nation-based models of membership and of international relations while simultaneously making the acquisition of citizenship key to transnational organizing.
Given that legal status can facilitate transnational organizing efforts, "difference," which was a focus both of Salvadoran interviewees' criticisms of discriminatory policies and naturalization ceremonies' celebrations of Americanization, can both be erased in the acquisition of legal subjecthood and used as a basis for political organizing. With the rise of the modern nation-state, the more abstract citizen-state relationship replaced what had been a more concrete (in theory at least) subject-sovereign tie.20 Citizenship therefore has a generic quality: All citizens are presumed to be in an equivalent position vis-a-vis the state as a legal entity (Collier et al.1995; Coutin 1993) . In the United States, immigrants who undergo naturalization acquire this generic and equivalent qualityX even as their histories distinguish them from those who are citizens by birth. Naturalization mimics citizenship by birth, and vice versa, in that citizens by birth Culturallogics of belonging and movement * American Ethnologist are presumed to have accepted the authority of the Constitution (see Foucault 1977) , as have naturalized citizens, and naturalization imbues new citizens with an identity or quasi-biological connection to the United States, as does birth.2l Nonetheless, as feminists and critical race theorists have pointed out, citizenship in the United States is never fully generic (see, e.g., Matsuda et al. 1993; Nelson 1984; Sapiro 1984; Williams l991) , given that legal citizenship does not guarantee equal rights to women, ethnic minorities, and other marginalized groups. In fact, both "whiteness" and "maleness" have been prerequisites for citizenship historically (Augustine-Adams 2000; Goldberg 2001; Haney Lopez 1996; Salyer 1995) , and the citizenship of economically marginalized individuals is sometimes questioned (Marshall 1950) . Similarly, critical uses of the term naturalize draw attention to the ambiguity that is intrinsic to naturalization: That which is natural is supposed to be given or intrinsic, yet naturalization constructs as natural something that, originally at least, was not.22 If naturalized citizens appear to be the equivalent of citizens by birth, and if naturalization appears to turn alienage into commonality, then what happens to the differences that naturalization erases?23 They become remainders that lead the authenticity of naturalized identities to be questioned but that also enable migrant groups to use ethnicity and nationality as a basis for political organizing. Such groups' refusals to consign "difference" to the private sphere, where it becomes a source of commonality, challenges the requirement that public citizenship assume a generic form.
Recognizing the incommensurability of migrants' histories gives the nation multiple pasts and positionings. Creating a nation requires simultaneously creating a national history (Anderson 1983) . In the United States, this history centers on immigration. National histories celebrate the idea that beginning with the Pilgrims, immigrants have come to the United States in search of freedom and opportunity, and, through capitalizing on opportunity, have recreated the nation (Bellah et al. 1985; Bercovitch 1978) .
Within this narrative, immigration (and naturalization) is a mutual choice immigrants choose the nation that offers them opportunity, and the nation chooses those immigrants who are capable of maximizing these opportunities (Chock 1991) . For the arrival and incorporation of new immigrants to be considered a choice, however, both the nation and the immigrant must be sovereign beings (Baubock 1994 ). Yet, migrants move because of political repression, economic dislocation, and family obligations (Hamilton and Chinchilla 1991; Kearney 1986; Menjivar 2000; Sassen 1988 Sassen , 1989 ; they legalize, in part, to protect their rights in their countries of residence. Similarly, nations admit migrants, either officially or unofficially, because of a dependence on foreign, often unskilled, labor (Bach 1978; Jenkins 1978; Sassen 1991) . It is therefore possible that both immigration and naturalization are fueled by the very conditions nonchoice, interdependency that national narratives deny (Coutin et al. 2002) . 24 One recently naturalized Salvadoran immigrant, however, assessed the ceremony's message as follows: "The whole ceremony tells you you have the right to sit on the grass. Not, 'Let's change the country from the barrio on up.' " 11. Tomas Hammar (1990) argues that there are three gates through which immigrants pass on the road to naturalization. The first gate regulates entry into the country, the second gate regulates presence and social participation, and the third gate regulates full political rights. Using his terminology, before naturalizing, immigrants pass through the first and second gates, thereby securing almost complete social membership before obtaining citizenship itself.
12. As described by the judge, this adoption was mutual. It occurred not only because the parent country was in search of children but also because the children actively sought out parents. In one news story about the 1986 Immigration Reform and Control Act, a journalist asked a young man who was applying for legalization whether he would root for a Mexican soccer team or a U.S. soccer team. See Chock 1995 and Mathews 1986. 18 . At the ceremonies that I attended, the other top nations were Vietnam, E1 Salvador, the Philippines, Korea, and Iran.
19. For instance, the Salvadoran vice president observed during a conference in San Salvador in August 2000, "We have become an emigrant people." An official in the Salvadoran Ministry of Foreign Relations similarly told me that E1 Salvador has become "a completely transnational society now" and that to confront this situation, every ministry was being required to develop a plan for addressing the needs of Salvadorans in the exterior.
20. On the corporality of the sovereign, see Kantorowicz 1957. I am grateful to Susan Sterett for bringing the relevance of this source to my attention.
Baubock explains that the term naturalization
can be understood to define the receiving group as a natural one and to require that new members change their nature.... In France and England from the 14th to the 18th century the native-born are seen to be natural subjects of a sovereign and naturalization signifies a natural way of obtaining a similar status by residing permanently in a country, acquiring property and obeying its laws.
[1994: [44] [45] See also Stolcke 1997. 22. Feminists and critical race theorists, for example, have used the term naturalize to draw attention to the processes that make socially and historically constructed categories and practices ap- cies, along with a cultural norm that legitimates the maintenance of group identities, is further fragmenting a society already divided along racial lines. [1998:E] 24. I do not mean to suggest that migrants lack agency. See Coutin 1998 for a discussion of this issue. 
